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August 20# 1970 



Honorable John K. Mitchell 
Attorney General of tbs Daitad States 
Washington, D. C. 

Dasr Mr, Mifechall* 

M-are I to sweer falsely under eat a or to deceive# misrepresent and 
attempt to misinform or mislead s judge in federal court, year da- 
ps rtm at could and would proa scuts as. Are thssa things ao less 
reprehensible, is perjury no leas s crista, when committed by attor- 
neys for your department? 

On three different occasions, your department has filed actions clsiss- 
ing Civil Action So* 713-70 is moot because, in the words of ths meat 
raccac one., filed last Friday in response to sat order issued by Chief 
Judge Edward H. Curran of the Federal District Court for the District 
of Columbia, ■’ plaint iff has been given access to the papers requested 
in this public information suit and therefore this case is moot". 

Sow, under this law, I ass entitled to sad asked and paid for copies 
of item ia this fils which, es. of this writing, despite the direct 
order of Judge Curran, have not bean given as. Sor doss such a case 
become moot on the mere promise of the showing of documents to s 
plaintiff . 

Appended to this motion were several documents. One is the affidavit 
of your attorney, David J. Anderson. Farsgrsph 2 concludes with, ref- 
erence to your May 6, 1970, letter, "a true -copy of this latter is 
attached hereto and is Exhibit 1 and made part hereof.* 

Sxhlb.lt 1 is not a "true copy 5 ’ . It is an edited copy, the editing be- 
ing accomplishes by masking that is visible ia the copying. Is. act 
the Chief Judge of the Federal District Court for the District of Co- 
lumbia entitled So the intelligence removed frees your copy of this 
letter, especially when, under oath. It is described to hiss as w a true 
copy”? If this alteration has been performed on ail departmental 
copies of this letter, I will be happy to supply what he a bean re- 
moved, (Exhibit 3, also described as n s true copy"’, is edited in the 
ssssa fashion.) 

Paragraph h is assigned to misrepresent sad to deceive. It states 
that I did two things for the first time in & letter of June 2, * wrote 
to an official of the Department requesting notification that ha (I) 
had been given access to all the papers involved ia this action and 
further requested to see the file cover in which the documents bad 
been kept” . 

I did not , then or ever , just '’request" to i? see” 



this 



file cover 




Waefc shat letter actually said Is that I had earlier su&oli^d »«.** 
depari^jeaE with, a list of the papers from that file I had reoues*«d 
for and he. a apt been given. Too unnamed official l^^hr' * 

ma deli versa .as copies to me ana to whom I had given pavma^t 
fnat paragraph actually reads, s payment. 

... cocking these papers against the list, X find the 

a ° i ‘ ias “ iCsms aieaing. The first is the fils 00? »t» 

, 5 ' na last a simple letter inf erasing ms that, in fact, I hsv* 

thiS fction! CSSSS t0 th * aat5it * S fila that 13 *J»» subject of 
This dslicerate misrepresents tion was also made hr Mr. Anderson to 

S« s : ?“- 3USE 1 :- 

no4 «mi «aditxcnaa requests ssaae oy me, whereas they srs ths initial 

in writing whh I ««in.d t£ till, iTC to 
• D ® put,y Assistant Attorney cJenersl Carl Sardlay. Desnite his and 
o^aer suossquent false representations, Mr. Sardlay.* then and there 
Presence of ay attorney, told me he would deny mo these two * 

f h i3 ? Uitte contrary to the misrepresentation in this 
tt “!! ; t S; SS f uio ? ° f whicii is is part, and to his own letters, 

r 1 ® *nowleage, contain, such gross falsehoods they cannot 

h^rbi 9 o^r a 2f*M a f S °*’ 8re . ^^P^eatly established as false- 
* JOCQj oy Owner oi nis letters axoae, 

Fsragrsph ? begins, 3 On August 11, 1970, affiant advised plaintiff** 

cuooliad rjf sold file cover had been located and would be 
^upp^lac wo plaintiff. It is & misrepresentation and a deception to 

"IccaLd^^Si^ C; 1 ! ? ? C °P7 or 8^ file cover had been 

liSt rtti X r % ?laiafiiff - 3lasad the fils cover itself in the 
alt 1 ?! iS- 1 ; arCj '® ? * asa Z ‘ eturair *3 She fils to him. Prior to 4ug- 
}*JV» ua * aepsrtaent had cut off most of e Xerox of this “ 

^ te * Ded tha ^ssins together with Scotch tape, 

*?" ® ns * w «®» fflisrepreaeatteo as the entire thing. Reoeattediv 
t^^ueparement made other attempts to deceive the Court and ea about 
c, “ file cover, inducing representation that it does not exist. 

Tho remainder of paragraph 7 Is-, in my opinion, openly perjurious 

11355 J«»t orderSd that what 
it rdSQly sllages was done be done. Had it been done, it is obvl- 

wcul<i Informed Judge Curran that it had been 

to idaintiff S !n‘'August S 12?'l97o!" P7 ° f fUs ° OVdr * sa d3liverad 



its failure to ds— 



I note the one truthful thing in this sentencs 
scribe that copy as s ’ true’ copy, for it ass not. 

It mss not delivered to as. It was shown to ms sad ass taken wim 

2*™ it. ir ISL d.™ 

a * v ® a * So *“ fe ‘ J UC S3 to gave me, for he knew it ass an unfaithful 
copy, wh© unfaithfulness being of a no n-eo® ideate 1 character, given 
cue character of the Xerox lag process, resulting in one of the e” 
wri«s being rendered entirely illegible. 




Mr. Mi Schell 



~ J 



cSl f ^ °i *«ida»i6 is further disclosed bv 

thl dat^cf fcL iN 01 August 17, 1970, which is subsequent to 

I^L 11 1 0livary” and to that of the 
X ns rz fnis letter, which is otherwise in lr» 

S'VJiTdLcSsSoS' SSJ £ v f is f ui ! e -. fcMs P*fM- begins, ''Pursuant 
1° yo^«iS'-JSsioa with J**vxc J. Anaarsca of this of flea we a*.* 

forw^ydxqq copies of the, file cover which you requested * LFfk*- 

letter boon written under oath, it also woSd SJTbeen uertSioS: 

« r ,J?tS st 4L d i??? ,,ly IT 31 :' 8 * *“ 5 15 — * «tiriarf/i:, J S!L“:- 

S *“'! ~ Y ^ r ? S S 11 tm6 tns blurred portions werTalao 

4 a * blurred portion, as the most casual 
examination will aissloss, is not blurred on ths oaiginsl. 

- 3 ® 11 3P*rJurious, Paragraph 8 is clearly designed to misrepresent 
to de °$f 7& Court. It begins, ''In the August 11 ocawefSion 
iialn*-itPdti?Ld a n plaia “J ff<S ^torney, the la star lad lea cod chat 
*hS dieJLS* 1 ? °° W °f oas of ths Photographs which were saong 

docuBKa^s rsxerrec to in paragraphs a. and 3 above. ” It was no? 

ia this allegea convsrsetioa of August 11 but in the written request 
hs 'l ,,as ® tilis photograph, was requested. At that time I 

Photographs also. When I was, two weeks later, ia- 
* ions 2 s ;^PPly in S of these photographs would require sa addi- 

: * W ? a * e ° 5ilis rs ^ UaSt photographs to the 
ir^rr liU3 AS s»ply reeorcea ia correspondence not suoolied 

f° U *? a 13 »«*«*•«» in the list of those thi^s of 
whiva. i. requested copies. 

« isr *P^a*at 8 tioa was also perpetrated in court, to 
i t J S %L f ! CS * «hsa Mr. Anderson told his cast this request and 
' a ‘“ * cr ~ ilxi wovsr of the file were ssde latsr by so. 

fhs intent to deceive never ended, hers sr© tsore examples s 

In Mr. Merdley’ s June 26 latter, he sevs of this fils aov^p ths 
vary one I personally showed his in his secretary's office ’the 
very on© he then said he would not copy and orovido * fchl 

fSdS ea - J J9X ‘* S isb ^ w * r ® ®cataiaed in a ‘plain unliked ri£| P ' “ 
tas i£*al£d." h<3rsfor ^ un * wsr « ° r Mhat «!*» folder Mr. Vaisberg 



x one xo e ing & 

been sola to. Iocs 



copy 



Bus U3i®p data of July 30j Mr. Eardlay wrote, 
ox the only accord ian fils cover which we hsvi 
... ', the ona he held in his hand in Msy. 

Paragroph S does not accurately reflect Sr. Eardley's latter of June 

J: p ^! r3 ss ' advising him (as suing ay attorney) 
sub had beea given access to all documents which were the 
setiou . Jhsb that letter actually says is lass, 
M3t03? y Gf deception, deliberate falsehood end 
K^^repx os aavatioa, is unacceptable. Mr. Esrdiey wrote, ! ‘I have been 

on*" Ja^ns department who have ex stained our file 

® :®f s . ?**! 5*7 boa- ***** tfeisberg has been given access to all the 
papers wnich as requsatsd la his cospls lat." 




Hr. Bitahall - 4 

What I requested is ordain*"* v 

be provided sad was not provided V” fcold 850 »oul<i not 

quast or Judge Curran’s Lgust 12 “f lttea , 

sar&iey tias, si n ,-.d> w ^ ’ ia m h *. also asked Mr. 

■bitten fey .Mone^oS In^f^ 5°Sf? ?1 - ^ be 

3afersnea oy Mr. Eardley to .7 ia <*»*s«ioa. 

»»* has acre than a S iLrle file (althoSh"^ ! r ^ U>n tJM^epart- 
hso i f sy ) , especially with tha a 7 denying it 

cossjunio 3 tioa, particularly thos» i-^oursey that taints a vary 

«••" of his JuL 26 X'ttS X?.lti2Z' iS2E9i £* «“ 

faction is not diminish^ k. 7Z» s , * sesaxaglass. By dis satis- 

•“*«“« *<-» sr*1t! , srx2.“ ! •"“« 

^ria/jS^Si^o^S^S^iiS *"*?■«* or oourt. on 
ba delivered within one week. wife rlJS-c^L^ ■» 

copying of which the judsre said S'. **• *? ^ Photograph, the 

told the judge it had ^ist been riv»n samutes. Hr. Ahddrson 

ternoon by the Deputy Afetor-ev” i ^. Anderson the previous sf- 

truo and legible coot ^ 5,05 oal ? « S2 it and the 

**i* si*, ”r “f ?•“»•**« ‘c « »itoia 

ocraeil i a the conclusion of :<r.' r'troli-lZ'l.il ss? i 7 and °» en ly r«- 

•* --aruj.ey'3 letter of August 17 s 

We have delivered the photosoraoh. ahi^h *. ,,. . . 

r.qu.st .0 SO to, aopstj Atton^a?aJSlh^m“*?®? !Si ? ! 
ropwoucto. It win g fo r *rc4 to JsS&j! 40 h "» 15 

X llli.c > i ^ 3.>S G4.63P t73£t» tUS Q©p 3 .£*ti??S©n.b ^ g 

Juags Curran, which was that thi* k~ ^ n zonu®rn~& oy the oraer of 
•«»», xitkiA o» «£? So la »»y 

cth^sr da^ld© to ^cail i *.*. ~ ’'o Wa photograph JLa but 

"••lr had X * iS& lstter * as «* delivered uStil after one 

l-3sa enti^lld 1 ^ 36 |® c ^ ret ®> it: rapraaen&s 

to make a copy of whatever version If Si. pLIot-ST I* «° la * 

‘'bars are several different aonie* 7^7" paot 2 tf pa iu elects, ano 

«*w?8,» «w oat, »S; S P S? J? “ sili »• 

possiol<s. fhe deoartwan*- ?•><, - ^siT „ y ^nsent, «.»xll fee less clear than 
wsa printed. The^edless a^k*nl ?f g ? < ' iVS f? 0 ® wij ish this photograph 
reduce clarity. I C - a as ^ ati T s *«>« ^ print will 

for fee made directly f ron^he d ^ peo *f a sasS print 1 paid 
has and which is norml? °* %li3ai ^sbivs, which the department 



Bow, wereil in soatsapt, your a a 3a«<-"»^‘ , . . , 

^ sac I would be punished. l ~ ® C{li0a a S s ^t 

”• - a governesant dapartoant 



1 do not know. 



I da km- 1 I '■ Soverasssnt departmsn 

divids,,!,, for » in- 

proper to ask and aspect that tie oSJrtsJn^^ r® i? 15 ^ leS3 thsn 
ohat justice is donel that °7 Jttstiao sa « «<> it 

if its employees, be tr-ated ^lT J sad ®®atsmpt, even 

ishod. If this Is Sot dIS t.ffi 1 ®=bar citizens and also be pun- 
thsre to be iapunity for .® HU8 i justice under law”? Is 

-7 or o. xme 37 the oepsrt®@nt end its officials? 

LsW aad ord8r ’ ? * lik ® charity, should begin st hoae. 




Mr. Mitchell -,5 

Your t apartment has violated the lew for e year sac! s iaslf, by what- 
ever expedient appealed to it, beginning with the ignoring of ay 
proper requests, followed by the 520 fx t blatant lias, now culsainatias 
la open contempt of a judge and his order. One of the consequences 
has oe an to put o$ to oons idarebla scat, in actual out— of -pocks t ox — 
peases, in wasted time, and in the delaying of ay 'writing. Aside 
*ro 3 i frustrating the law, waxen 1 believe cannot be other than our— 
things are end were in tended. 



poseful, the: 



■1JV 



wrong. I believe the government should hold Itself to 
these measurable damages. 



-e improper a.i 



:ount foi 



this suit was caused by those wrongful things by yofer department. 

So ^ you osa better understand, Mr. Richard. Kleiadieast os used it 
Initially by false statements and misrepresents tioas , first, that 
you.had no such papers when you, in fact, 'had duplicate sets; chan 
by insisting these ware required to bo withheld, under she misquoted 
low. tot, you, per a onally , f s lied to respond to the prescribed ap- 
peal, which I had already delayed in order* to give Mr. Kleiadieast a 
chance to reconsider the Inconceivable things he had c asms! t ted to 
paper. Long after this appeal was moot, you ruled that I would be 
given access to what the law requires be made available to sie. After 
you so ruled, your department stalled by one self -demeaning device 
after another, sad ultimately still denied me thru© parts of ay 
request. 



My unnecessary travels to Washington required by these acts total 
not less than, about 1 S 00 miles of driving and about $55.00 la park- 
ing charges . Aside from the time required by so much unnecessary 
letter writing, £ estimate that not fewer than 18 cays were so wasted 
for me. I think it only fair that you return these costa to as, 
mileage 'St the going departmental rate sad the days at the rates 
prevailing on the Washington Most for one of my experience* i3e ter- 
mination of the damage by delaying sy book is of s more subjective 
nature. To this 1 believe it is only fair that reasonable counsel 
fees be added. 



The law under which this action is brought has no provision for the 
repayment of damages. Others, I have no doubt, do. Hether than con- 
sider invoking them at this point, I suggest to you that s proper 
gesture and. a means of beginning to restore integrity to your deps 



meat in this matter would b« 
e 11® via ted , 



to i v tlX 0 t £ iX-c 3 e 



do per fe- 
ars 



Yours 



truly. 



Harold Vaisberg 




